In this article we argue that Kelly's construct psychology (Kelly 1955; 1966 provides a useful framework for mentoring in the Higher Education sector in South Africa. Kelly's notion of constructive alternativism prompts practitioners to adopt a questioning attitude to life in HE; newly appointed academic staff members and their mentors have to be open to new experiences and new constructions of meaning, engaging in a reciprocal relationship typically prompting participants consciously to pursue critical reflection, innovation and transformative learning.
INTRODUCTION
Mentoring, we argue, is about more than developing employees' potential and optimal functioning: it is also about raising their awareness of how they construct their work-related realities. Conscious awareness of these realities may promote conscious choices, a sense of control, and wellness. For this reason, we adopted a constructivist approach in a study of mentoring at a higher education institution in South Africa.
We first define our research goals, followed by a brief overview of the relevant research, as well as the mentoring and research methods used in the study. We then present findings to illustrate how Kelly's (1955) personal construct psychology, and Herrmann's (1996) learning style flexibility perspectives may be applied in mentoring. We also show how Hardy, Palmer and Phillips's (2000) discourse-based management model was used to monitor achievable outcomes. In conclusion, we list suggestions for mentoring in the HE sector based on these perspectives.
GOALS OF THE RESEARCH
Using mentor-mentee discourse as the object of study, we attempt to show that Kelly's construct psychology (Brophy, Fransella and Reed 2003, • 336-337; Kelly 1966 Kelly /2003 Kelly 1955 ) provides a useful framework for mentoring in the HE sector in South Africa demonstrate in two case studies how Kelly's constructive alternativism (Kelly • 1955, chapter 1; 1966 informs these mentor-mentee relationships, which are viewed as developmental alliances (Brophy, Fransella and Reed 2003, 336-337) , aimed at participants consciously pursuing change, innovation and transformative learning (cf. Pope and Denicolo 2001) show that constructive alternativism is consistent with the narrative psychology • view that the realities of life and work may be seen as ongoing and emergent narratives constantly to be re-storied for optimal functionality (Crossley 2000, 8; Freedman and Combs 1996, 27-33; Parry and Doan 1994, 27; Freeman 1993, 30) demonstrate how Kelly's framework may be linked to Hardy, Palmer and • Phillips's (2000) discourse-based management model as a tool for monitoring several concurrent cycles of the three-circuit model propose that we use Herrmann's work on learning style flexibility to develop a • holistic view on the individuality of mentors and mentees (cf. Leonard 2007) make suggestions for mentoring in the HE sector, which are derived from these • perspectives.
REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT RESEARCH
Like Denicolo and Pope (2001, 43) , we argue that lecturers have to challenge their assumptions and the meanings they assign to their work-related functioning: 'Professional development strategies which do not invite challenge of a person's implicit theories may be seen as comfortable but may not lead to any reappraisal of current theory or practice'. Participants in mentoring who consciously adopt the framework may orientate themselves to a questioning rather than a passionate commitment. McWilliams (2003, 76) argues that if we develop a strong commitment to a particular belief, refusing to revise the meanings configured around this passionately held construct, we may 'have emotional reactions to potentially invalidating events and fail to interpret events accurately '. McWilliams (2003, 78) contends that if we view knowledge as contestable and emergent, we are less likely to develop a passionate commitment, allowing for the possibility to 'revise our beliefs more easily if we remain aware of the indeterminacy of knowledge'. A questioning commitment depends on the participants adopting constructive alternativism as a premise for their interactions (cf. Kelly 1966 Kelly /2003 1955, 15; McWilliams 2003, 75) . Kelly (1955, 15) states that we do not have to be incarcerated by our current thinking: 'We assume that all of our present interpretations of the universe are subject to revision and replacement… . [w] e take the stand that there are always some alternative constructions available … [n]o one needs to be hemmed in by circumstances; no one needs to be the victim of his biography … [w]e call this … constructive alternativism. ' Kelly (1966 ' Kelly ( /2003 argues that individual ingenuity in this domain may have a transformative effect, suggesting 'that even the most obvious occurrences of everyday life might appear utterly transformed if we were inventive enough to construe them differently' (Kelly 1966 (Kelly /2003 .
Participants in mentoring may distort evidence to reinforce their current thinking. For example, if we have invested much energy in specific meanings, we may erect defensive walls around these positions. These impermeable constructs, if threatened by change or otherwise, generally elicit defensive responses, such as anger and hostility (Kelly 1955, 166-168; Cummins 2000, 8) . Thus, we suggest that mentor and mentee should question the meanings they assign to their realities in the higher education setting.
We view the mentor-mentee relationship as a developmental alliance (Brophy, Fransella and Reed 2003, 336-337) , prompting participants to co-operate in consciously pursued constructs-based experiments to develop optimal modes of workplace functioning, and seeking to develop them into more effective and efficient employees. We reason that, as a start, participants should negotiate a vision for mentoring in the HE context. It is not intended as a one-way process of conveying dictatorial injunctions; rather, like Denicolo and Pope (2001, 43) , we believe that the parties should gain from and buy into these co-operative and critical-reflective meaning-making exchanges.
We view mentoring as a launching-pad for mentors and mentees to explore the network of constructs that inform their workplace narratives (Crossley 2000, 8; Freedman and Combs 1996, 27-33; Parry and Doan 1994, 27; Freeman 1993, 30) . Once committed to constructive alternativism, they will consistently entertain the thought that their current narratives are re-story-able, requiring regular re-visioning to maintain optimally functional narratives for workplace thinking and action.
Next, we deal with defining constructs, which, Kelly states, has to focus on polarities [i.e. an aspect of difference] defined on the basis of a shared aspect [i.e an aspect of similarity] (Kelly 1955, 59-61) . Kelly (1955, 51; 1966 motivates this requirement, which is not discussed here.
We use the excerpt of data below to illustrate how constructs may be defined on the basis of discursive evidence:
(1) Speaker:
Turn Turn-turn-by turn transcription [ME=mentee; MR= mentor; Context: the participants are talking about a module, the ME had taken over, and how she constructed the event in her own mind] ME: 102 uhm so I realized that I have to take into account the development process that has gone into it/ MR: 103 uhm/ ME: 104 looked at the things, the basis the theoretical basis she used to develop this course/ MR: 105 uhm/ ME: 106
and then look at how we can, not necessarily change it, but incorporate new things into it. MR: 107 uhm/ ME: 108 that would enrich the learning process for the students/ MR: 109 OK. In other words, do I hear you saying that you are not talking about a discontinuity/ ME: 110 Yes/
The ME seems to be working with the construct definitive versus emerging module content. Thus, she seems to imply that module content is neither final nor definitive; rather, as an emergent text, it has to be diversified. She is arguing from the point of view of a bipolar construct which allows her to assign meaning to her experience: 'What is before us [the current module] cannot be seen as definitive, and I envisage revised and expanded content [the envisaged, new module]' (turns 106 to 108). The ME also states that she does not see the process as a radical re-design; rather, she views it as a process of expanding content 'to enrich the learning process' (turn 106). We argue that the ME intends to pursue incremental rather than radical innovation, where the words incremental and radical represent the aspect of difference, and the term innovation the aspect of similarity in the construct radical versus incremental innovation. In addition, the MR asks for clarification in turn 109 when he uses an information check to confirm that the mentee is not activating the pole, discontinuity, in the continuity versus discontinuity in module design construct. The mentee prefers the continuity pole in module design, acknowledging the original presenter's design as theoretically informed (turn 104). We present these constructs in Table 1 , identifying the poles of the constructs and the aspects of similarity (cf. Kelly 1955, 51, 59-61; 1966 . A constructs approach allows the individual to gain conscious awareness of how he/she assigns meaning to the world, and in this process, Kelly (1955, 565) argues, the individual engages in the act of meaning-making aimed at anticipating and controlling future experiences. In the example above, the ME and the MR may hypothetically make the following predictions on the basis of their interactions:
(2.1) Mentee: If I take the position that module content is not definitive, and therefore emergent, I am in a position to make incremental changes in module design. The subject position I am creating is that I am not a radical, but rather an incremental innovator who pursues continuity [and not discontinuity] in module design. (2.2) Mentor: If the ME views module content as emerging, and she intends making incremental changes, without radical re-designs, she will be maintaining continuity between the current and the new module.
Similarly, Kelly's dichotomy, individuality, organisation, choice, fragmentation, sociality and other corollaries are useful tools for making sense of mentor-mentee constructs. For example, the dichotomy corollary refers to the individual generating a finite network of bipolar constructs (Kelly 1966 (Kelly /2003 . Later in this article, we present a list of constructs generated from mentor-mentee interactions. The individuality corollary holds that each individual devises a unique and personalised network of constructs for assigning meaning. Using laddering and the ABC model, we interrogate these personal meanings (cf. Fransella 2003, 117-119) in the context of mentor-mentee interactions. Following the organisation corollary (Kelly 1966 (Kelly /2003 , we show how the mentor and the mentee engage in a discursive process to establish links among the poles of various constructs within a hierarchical network. Next, the choice corollary implies that the individual will select those constructs that will best serve his/her purposes. The individual's intention is therefore either to consolidate or extend the usefulness of his [her] construct system (Kelly 1966 (Kelly /2003 . The discursive evidence of the interviews and the connectivity-seeking outputs, logged in terms of Hardy, Palmer and Phillips's 2000 model, record the participants' attempts to elaborate their construct systems.
We also do not explore Kelly's fragmentation corollary (Kelly 1955 ) which holds that inconsistencies and ambiguities may co-exist, sometimes indefinitely, in a construct network because there is no reason or compulsion to resolve them (Kelly 1966 (Kelly /2003 Kalekin-Fishman 2003, 149) . Examples were found in the data, but for the sake of length, they are not explored here.
The sociality corollary represents Kelly's view on interpersonal exchanges, and for that matter, mentoring: he states that 'to the extent that one person construes the construction processes of another, he may play a role in a social process involving the other person' (Kelly 1966 (Kelly /2003 . This corollary reinforces the notion that individuals are able to look at the world through the eyes of others. Such role-taking is not absolute; we are able to arrive at a relatively accurate approximation of other individuals' construction processes and meanings. This was a key premise in this study: role-taking skills are important for both mentor and mentee in establishing fruitful reciprocal interactions. 
Circuit of activity

Stakeholders introduce new constructs or concepts
Example: Mentor and mentee agree on implementing constructs. For this purpose they select constructs they have collaboratively identified.
Stakeholders attempt to associate an object with a particular construct Example: Scaffolded versus unscaffolded learning material is the construct, and we attempt to tie the construct to an object, i.e. the actual revision of a module
Circuit of performativity
Concepts possess periodization and contextualization Example: Periodization: Scaffolding is a high-frequency topic in the literature, especially language development, and consistent with the demands of this period of HE development, we could argue that improved through-put could be one of the positive outcomes. Contextualisation: To assist students, we have to consider scaffolding as embedded support.
The subject position of the enunciator warrants voice Example: The ME and the MR, responsible for the module, are the legitimate voices linked to subject positions that will improve throughput; by implication, they are diversifying the meanings they assign to their roles.
Concepts or constructs possess receptivity. Example: The MR and the ME have to be receptive to the idea of scaffolding, and both have to be willing to pursue its implications
Circuit of connectivity
Discursive statements 'kick in', linking object and construct in a specific situation Example: The ME and the MR work on producing scaffolded materials as evidence of connectivity New subject positions and practices emerge. Example: Scaffolding requires changes in their identities as employees; likewise, their academic practices will change Accumulation of new statements/practices influences future discursive activities. Example: Evidence of implementation is recorded, e.g. target dates are met, the revised module is logged, a one-page checklist of scaffolding techniques at a macro and a mirco level is disseminated, new lecture hall practices emerge (and evidence is logged of classroom visits and report backs)
Circuit of activity
Stakeholders make new discursive statements (completing one cycle and going on to the next cycle)
At the start of this intervention, we were concerned about a constructs approach remaining a 'talking heads' exercise. For this reason, the mentor opted for Hardy, Palmer and Phillips's (2000) discourse-based management model as a connectivitydirected and evidence-based management tool. We reasoned that we had to record the outcomes of the mentoring process as measurable outputs. The following diagram outlines the cyclical model which focuses on three circuits, namely activity, performativity and connectivity. Two of the core constructs in the model are 'subject positions' and 'social practices'. A constructs analysis of mentor-mentee interactions, we felt, would not only allow the participants consciously to assign meanings to their roles and their practices, but also allow them to record evidence of connectivity, linking their meanings to tangible outputs and actions. This is where this particular discourse-based management model becomes relevant. A mere focus on constructs in the circuits of activity and performativity is not enough, measurable outputs have to be logged in a process of evidence-based practice (see Table 2 where scaffolding is used as an example; see also Tables 5 and 11 for the process of tightening these meanings).
Kelly's individuality corollary allows us to argue that the individual uniqueness (of mentors, mentees, learners, and others) derives, among others, from their thinking preferences. These preferences, we argue, impact on the kinds of constructs they generate to assign meaning to their worlds. In this study the mentor and the mentees shared their findings on the Herrmann brain thinking preferences instrument (See appendix A) and the Neethling equivalent (NBI). These tests yielded an awareness of individuality in thinking preferences and quadrant-related functioning. From a constructs approach, we reason that each person's unique quadrant dominance, compensatory adjustment and self-perceptions may yield infinite variation within the finite dimensions of their thinking preferences and construct networks.
Finally, for reference purposes, we only refer to the essential skills which practitioners, including mentors, in the constructivist mode should develop (Fransella 2003, chapter 10) . These relate to the ability of the mentor to accept mentee meanings, placing them within more comprehensive frames of reference.
RESEARCH METHODS
We used the following research methods in this study:
Two case studies: We used two case studies, interrogating mentor-mentee • exchanges as evidence of participants' constructs. The participants were two newly appointed staff members, their mentor, and an external supervisor.
Interview data as discursive evidence of constructs: We used structured interviews • to interrogate mentor-mentee constructs.
Identifying constructs: We used Kelly's procedure to identify constructs in • mentor-mentee exchanges on the basis of polarities (i.e. aspects of difference and an aspect of similarity), as discussed earlier.
We identified approximately 80 constructs (40 per mentee) in the initial interviews, and a list of constructs, elicited in the process, is quoted, including turn-specific references to locate the evidence for the so-identified constructs in the data base.
Interviewing, data collection and transcription: We conducted initial interviews • (91 pp of transcriptions), a laddering interview (46 pp of transcriptions); and a thinking preferences interview (7 pp of transcriptions). We also applied the ABC model (cf. Fransella 2003, 118) to interrogate the mentees' constructs in the follow-up interview.
Data interpretation: In addition to the Kellyian interpretative framework, we • used a three-column record sheet to monitor outputs in terms of Hardy, Palmer and Phillips's (2000) discourse-based management model. The ABC model: We adapted the ABC model (cf. Fransella 2003, 112 ) to • interrogate the meanings associated with a specific construct. Our version of the model is captured in the sample analysis, reported later in the text.
Laddering: We interrogated the links between various poles of the mentor-and • mentee-selected constructs. We not only illustrate these hierarchies, but also generate if-then-based scenarios for mentor-mentee discussions.
Loosening and tightening in the interviewing: The mentor applied the principle • of loosening, 'suspending his disbelief' in the first sessions, and allowing the mentees to table their meanings. In the later interviews, he pursued the tightening of meanings, progressing from general to very specific meanings. The cycle is represented in figure 1.
FINDINGS
Our findings are based on interactional data collected as we implemented the steps above. As part of the initial interview, the mentor and the mentee negotiated a vision statement for mentoring practice. The outcome was the following vision statement which, they agreed, had to serve as a framework for the process:
Our vision for mentor-mentee relationships, seen as developmental alliances, is that they are aimed at establishing and sustaining reciprocal, mutually-supportive and values-driven processes of transformative learning, in pursuit of a questioning attitude, autonomy, leadership, innovation, a competitive advantage, and constructive alternativism as sought-after subject positions for ourselves, our colleagues and our students, yielding valued and measurable outputs as evidence of connectivity.
Next, on conclusion of the interviews, we systematically worked through the interviews, identifying bipolar constructs for further scrutiny. First, we consider another excerpt of discourse to illustrate how we identified constructs in the discursive data:
[MR-ME interaction about the ME's taking over a module, and her experience of the module. In turns 122 to 130, we see that the MR and ME are discussing dysfunctional aspects of a module. We could therefore say that in the ME's experience, she has found that certain aspects of the module 'do not work'. Thus, we may activate the construct functional versus dysfunctional aspects of a module. Of course, the MR is quick to say that these aspects 'do not work' for the mentee, and that the module might be dysfunctional because of her limited repertoire of skills in facilitating the process of learning. The colleague, who designed the module in the first place, we may argue, had the skills to implement the current module successfully. This reasoning may prompt us to activate the construct match versus mismatch between colleagues' individual teaching styles: if there is a mismatch, we cannot expect the ME to be effective in delivery. She has to own the module (i.e. the construct ownership versus non-ownership of the module) and make adjustments, as required, so that she may function optimally with the materials, or develop the appropriate skills successfully to implement the module (i.e. the construct optimal versus non-optimal modes of functioning). Although the constructs analysis was performed by the mentor, he presented both the transcribed data and the identified constructs to the mentees who were informed that they could, if they wished, revise the list or add on new constructs. Neither mentee opted for these courses of action; in fact, they were content with the mentor's verbal markers used in identifying the mentor-mentee constructs.
We used this approach, identifying approximately 40 constructs for each of the mentor-mentee interactions, and 30 of these are listed in Table 3 . These analyses were performed by the mentor who gained an intimate knowledge of the discourse because he transcribed the interview data. This was followed by the following tasks in (4) which were performed by both subjects, XX being subject 1:
Mentor-Mentee task:
XX: I identified the constructs above from our discourse. I would like the two of us to reflect on the following for our next session:
Step 1: Let's interrogate three of these constructs in more detail. Select the three you would like to analyse more closely. I'll do the same.
Step 2: Select three constructs which are related. First, link the poles of these constructs. Then argue a case for the advantages and disadvantages [for you] to adopt a subject position at the specific poles of this configuration of constructs.
Mentee XX selected the three constructs in Table 4 for the mentor-mentee session. In the session, the mentor applied the ABC model, adapted from Fransella (2003, 119) . Our addition in the context is the blocked section on evidence of connectivity for the construct we are interrogating. Our five-step version of the ABC model was used to interrogate the three constructs identified by the mentee. In our application, we attempted to interrogate both the preferred and the dispreferred poles. Our intention was to raise a critical awareness in the mentee of the consequences of operating from the vantage point of the two poles of each construct. Table 5 shows a diagrammatic analysis of the first construct, scaffolded versus unscaffolded learning. Having discussed the three constructs in this fashion, the mentor then presented his selection of constructs as listed in Table 6 . These were dealt with in a brief discussion, followed by the mentor asking the mentee to ladder the constructs, i.e. to link the various poles of the constructs. In a collaborative discussion, the mentor and the mentee established the following laddered constructs hierarchy. We agreed that the superordinate construct was receptive versus unreceptive to critical-reflective analysis as seen in Table 7 . A simplistic way of reasoning within this constructs hierarchy would be as follows: if we adhere to the notion that, as HE practitioners, we have to be receptive to criticalreflective analysis of our subject positions and practices, we will be committed to an improvement-seeking approach to module delivery. The latter position will prompt us to be critical-reflective in incorporating boredom-reducing variation in scaffolded learning, seeking to create learning spaces where learners develop their authentic voice. This would be an innovative approach promoting efficiency in our teaching and autonomy in learners (the preferred poles are marked in bold).
As a follow-up, the mentor then presented the mentees with a number of scenarios, based on the hierarchical relationships among the poles of various constructs. These were intended to prompt the mentees to consider the complexity of configurations of constructs in assigning meaning to their experiences. At the time of writing this article, these scenarios had not yet been discussed in a mentor-mentee interview. We nonetheless include the information to show how if-then reasoning, based on constructs, may be used to create scenarios to promote critical-reflective analysis as seen in Table 8 . 
CONSTELLATION OF POLES OF THESE CONSTRUCTS
If one is critical-reflective in one's decision-making, one will take informed decisions, which may include being receptive or unreceptive to new ideas, and one is likely to scaffold learning experiences so that learners develop from dependent to autonomous agents.
CONSTRUCTING A SUBJECT POSITION: SCENARIOS FOR DISCUSSION CONFIGURATIONS OF MEANINGS EXPRESSED AS IF-THEN STATEMENTS
What are the possible subject positions and academic practices which may result from these constructs? Scenario 1: If one is receptive to new ideas, one is required to be critical-reflective in one's decision-making. On what grounds would one then accept such ideas? One would have to have a sound theoretical knowledge, blended with adequate experience and reflective practices.
Following the Hardy, Palmer and Phillips (2000) model, we recorded the connectivityseeking outcomes after the initial interview as shown in Table 9 . We bought into the idea that a redesign was needed. The module would not be scrapped; rather incremental change, without discontinuity. ME submitted a pre-final copy. MR reviewed the module, suggesting that Bloom's taxonomy be applied. Suggestions were added. ME revised the indicated sections prior to submission. MR: The process has to be pursued further. Follow-up cycle needed.
Outcome 3 Procedural versus premise-directed approach to writing instruction
We agreed that ME would provide an outline of the writing procedures and techniques to be used.
MR: Specify how the reading reactions and essays were to be completed -outline how the procedures were adjusted, and why.
On what grounds did you re-design the XXX module? • introduce writing procedures in the XXX module? • Purpose: Promoting critical-reflective and informed decision-making in module design and delivery Scenario 2: If one is receptive to new ideas, yet unreflective in one's decisionmaking, one could easily become a victim of unprincipled imitation. Could you possibly be a victim of unprincipled imitation in your practice?
Purpose: Promoting a heightened awareness of unreflective, uncritical decisionmaking in one's practice.
Outcome 4 Pre-test-post-test comparison of EPE students' language proficiency.
We agreed that the test would be taken down on all students, prior to and after the completion of the test. ME will take down test, at the start and at the conclusion of the course. Student assistant: Marking and processing of tests.
MR: Paired t-test
Outcome 5 To promote competency levels on reading-based courses
We agreed that ME would submit 4 reading-based titles to be purchased for the department; and to assist ME in developing a criticalreflective framework. ME agreed to do so. ME: To submit the four titles asap. MR: To purchase titles from BOOKS UNIT entity
Outcome 6 Articles for publication
We agreed that ME and MR would look at her recently completed MA dissertation, and together, they would attempt to demarcate the study into articles for publication On Friday 3 August 2007, ME and MR met to discuss the possibilities. Three possible articles were identified. A fourth article, based on an honours project, was also considered. In MR's opinion, the latter study should definitely be pursued for publication purposes.
Then, as part of the laddering session, the mentor and the mentee identified the tangible and measurable outcomes for the session. (See Table 10 ). One of the outcomes of the session was a handout on scaffolding, produced by the mentor and the mentee, which was distributed to all staff (see Table 11 ). The handout was intended to tighten the meanings the mentor and the mentee assigned to the concept. Table 11 : Handout on scaffolding Scaffolding implies that the HE practitioner establishes a learning space and elicits learning experiences that are easy to access successfully implies that the HE practitioner builds in embedded support in these learning contexts implies that eventually the HE practitioner will withdraw these embedded supports so that the learner may experience autonomous action.
Principles and strategies
Definition, sources and practices Continuity implies that the HE practitioner will work with the notion of repetition and variation: similar learning activities and experiences will be repeated, but he/she will build in boredom-reducing variation
Contextual support implies that the HE practitioner will create safe and supportive contexts of learning where learners can be challenged without experiencing the educator's approach as a threat to face.
Intersubjectivity implies that the HE practitioner will create learning spaces where HE practitioner-learner and learner-learner interactions will be aimed at generating shared knowledge and commitment to the task Contingency implies that the HE practitioner may change learning procedures to accommodate the unique responses of the participants: thus, a unique learner response may prompt the HE practitioner to modify his/ her approach so that subsequent responses form a new logical, yet uniquely related set of experiences.
Handover implies that the HE practitioner will look for opportunities to hand over responsibility to the learner to engage in independent action Flow implies that participants' actions are synchronized into a coherent pattern of related interactions. Our final session focused on Herrmann's thinking preferences instrument (the HBDI) and Neethling's equivalent (the NBI). These test results (see Appendix A), we argued, had to be seen as prompts for reflecting on our personal constructions of our thinking preferences and how they impact on our thinking and practices (Leonard 2007) .
Repertoire of techniques
Our conclusions were the following: differences in thinking preferences may be both a blessing and a curse. First of all, diverse patterns of quadrant dominance may be exploited as a positive in team contexts where members may be identified to perform tasks that are optimally matched with their thinking preferences. Second, and this is the curse, these diverse patterns of quadrant dominance may result in miscommunication, and even communication breakdowns. That is the reason why team members' awareness of their own and others' thinking preferences may promote harmony, tolerance and communication.
Next, results of this kind have to be seen as prompts to reflect on the meanings we want to assign to our experiences. We do not want to see these results as absolute. Indeed, we want to, and are perhaps forced to look at these patterns of brain quadrant dominance through the haze of compensatory adjustment. One's results may show an underdeveloped C quadrant, but as a result of compensatory adjustment one may have developed these socializing skills. Put differently, we should take note of these results so that we may use our strengths optimally, and develop those quadrants where we perceive ourselves to be weak. At best, these instruments provide topics for the agenda of growth, transformative learning and development. We want to believe that the individual is far more complex than any test, or mentoring process, can tell.
CONCLUSION
In conclusion, we present the following suggestions for mentoring from a constructivist perspective:
Negotiate a shared vision for mentoring • : We recommend that this vision be built around the notion of mentoring as a developmental alliance aimed at the participants' both developing their potential optimally and gaining a conscious awareness of their work-related constructs. Kelly's sociality corollary prompts us to believe that participants in mentoring should be able to construe such a vision from each other's vantage points, and generate a shared commitment.
Select mentors who are willing to work with the meanings mentees assign to the •
world of work, however aberrant these constructions may appear to be. Here we echo Bannister's statement that '… we must facilitate change not by assaulting each other's central beliefs but by helping each other to construct alternatives, beginning with areas of peripheral contradiction … [t]hus we may gradually replace a central belief without the need for hostility (Bannister 2003, 70) Create opportunities for mentors and mentees to articulate their meanings • : The mentees' meanings and constructs are the stepping stones for re-visioning and revising their constructs. Moreover, articulating their meanings is not enough: establish a culture which promotes a questioning attitude, experimentation, innovation, conscious awareness, informed choice and measurable outputs.
Acknowledge the initial constructions of meaning as a bridgehead to more • precise and focused meanings: Constructive alternativism allows us to accept that numerous constructions are possible for a given experience. Tighten the meanings related to mentee constructs by way of co-operative mentor-mentee meaning-making.
Establish a relationship of trust, mutual respect and commitment: •
Once these values are in place, participants are more willing to interrogate their constructs.
Record interviews for analysis
• by either or both parties: recorded evidence is retrievable. Listening to (or transcribing) an interview allows the participants to develop a detached perspective.
Interrogate constructs • as they are manifested in the interview data. Use construct psychology tools such as defining bipolar verbal markers, laddering and the ABC model. There are many other tools, including pyramiding, the Repertory Grid Test, snakes and rivers, self-characterization sketches, bow ties, the lying game, illuminative incident analysis, and the like (Bell 2003, chapter 9; Denicolo 2003, chapter 11; Fransella 2003, chapter 9) . Define measurable outputs: Constructsbased analyses have to lead to participants defining measurable outputs, tied to deadlines. We recommend Hardy, Palmer and Phillips's (2000) discourse-based management model.
Diversity and meanings: •
A constructs approach allows us to account for, and acknowledge, diversity in the workers' corps as such diversity will be manifested in unique meanings and constructs. Indeed, Kelly's perspective allows us to make sense of the meanings that emanate from our encounters with members of other cultural groups (cf. Kalekin-Fishman 2003, 146) . 
